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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the amendment received on September 7, 2004. 
Examiner notes previously cancelled claims 1-9 and the previously presented Claims 
10-29 which are pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

3. Claims 10-12, 14 and 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being 
anticipated by Wood, US Patent 5839902. 

As in Claim 10, Wood teaches conducting an interview of a respondent, the 
method comprising presenting an interview question to a respondent ("the device 
produces a signal that may be a prompt, a statement, or a sound associated with 
depicted objects.", Col. 1, lines 45-48, Col. 1, lines 60-62), presenting a map ("the 
device depicts a flat map", Col. 1, line 53), and receiving an indication of a location-input 
from the respondent in response to the presented question ("In response to a selection 
of a location, the speaker produces an affirmative or negative answer.", Col. 1 , lines 63- 
64 and "touch -sensitive surfaces that send electrical signals to the processor", Col. 2, 
lines 58-59). 
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As in Claim 1 1 , Wood teaches the step of receiving an input point on the map 
when it is input by the user (See Claim 10 rejection supra). 

As in Claim 12, Wood teaches the step of receiving being an input region on the 
map when it is input by the user (See Claim 10 rejection supra). 

As in Claim 14, Wood teaches the step of geocoding the location-input received 
("When the user selects an indicium 16, the processor 24 compares the geographic 
location represented by the indicium 16 to the correct geographic location stored in its 
memory", Col. 4, lines 3-5). 

As in Claim 17, Wood teaches an article of manufacture with a machine-readable 
storage medium with machine-executable control program steps including issuing one 
of a series of questions ("the device produces a signal that may be a prompt, a 
statement, or a sound associated with depicted objects.", Col. 1, lines 45-48, also Col. 
1 , lines 60-62), in response to a given question of the series of questions receiving a 
location response ("touch-sensitive surfaces that send electrical signals to the 
processor", Col. 2, lines 58-59), determining the validity of the location response 
received ("user to respond to a prompt by activating an appropriate selector, upon which 
the device produces a signal depending on the validity of the user's response", Col. 1, 
lines 63-64), if the location response is invalid, reissuing the given question and 
repeating the process ("If the selection is incorrect, the speaker produces a statement 
... and requests the user to select the correct location.", Col. 1, line 66 - Col. 2, line 2). 
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As in Claim 18, Wood teaches providing a map display used to facilitate the 
graphical input response to the given question (Fig. 3, ref. 14 and Claim 17 rejection 
supra). 

As in Claim 19, Wood teaches that if the location response is determined to be 
valid, a subsequent question is asked (Col. 4, line 64 - Col. 5, line 5), location response 
received, and validity tested as in Claim 17 (See Claim 17 rejection supra). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wood, 
US Patent 5839902, and further in view of Mullet et al., US Patent 5638523. 

Wood teaches presenting an interview question to a respondent, presenting a 
map, and receiving an indication of a location-input from the respondent in response to 
the presented question. While Wood teaches question presentation and map input in 
response, they fail to show the receiving, as the input region, a proximate area having a 
circular shape surrounding a point on the map presented as recited in Claim 13. In the 
same field of the invention, Mullet et al. teaches an interactive map similar to that of 
Wood. In addition, Mullet et al. further teaches receiving, as the input region, a 
proximate area having a circular shape surrounding a point on the map presented (Fig. 
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3A, Ref. 15 and Col. 4, lines 46-50). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art, having the teachings of Wood and Mullet et al. before him at the time the 
invention was made, to modify the presentation of a question and map input response in 
reply to the question taught by Wood to include the circular selection of a input region of 
Mullet et al. f in order to obtain an approximate input through circular selection. One 
would have been motivated to make such a combination because a way to select a 
region of area on a map within a certain radius of a particular point would have been 
obtained, as taught by Mullet et al. 

6. Claims 15-16, 20-25 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wood, US Patent 5839902, and further in view of William 
Drummond's, "Address Matching, GIS Technology for Mapping Human Activity 
Patterns" in the Journal of the American Planning Association, hereinafter referred to as 
Drummond. 

Wood teaches presenting an interview question to a respondent, presenting a 
map, and receiving an indication of a location-input from the respondent in response to 
the presented question and validating the location as seen in Claims 10 and 17 supra. 
While Wood teaches map input in response to a presented question, they fail to show a 
latitude/longitude determination and proximate area detection as recited in the claims. 
In the same field of the invention, Drummond teaches a geocoding system similar to 
that of Wood. In addition, Drummond further teaches latitude and longitude of the 
location-input (as seen in Figure 2, latitude and longitude are determined after 
matching) as in Claim 15, proximate area based on the indication of the location-input 
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received ("A partial match can result when no perfect match is available", Page 2, line 5, 
paragraph 6) as in Claims 16 and 20. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, having the teachings of Wood and Drummond before him at the time the 
invention was made, to modify the presentation or question information and map input 
response taught by Wood to include the latitude/longitude determination and proximate 
area detection of Drummond, in order to obtain a defined location of an area input by 
the user. One would have been motivated to make such a combination because a 
universal geocoding system for specific points as well as approximate areas would have 
been obtained, as taught by Drummond. 

Wood teaches a system comprising a display of questions to a respondent, a 
device for graphical input by a respondent of an input location entered through graphical 

+ 

indications on a map display (See Claim 17 rejection supra), and a geocoding processor 
programmed to perform geocoding on the input location by the input device (See Claim 
14 rejection supra). While Wood teaches map input in response to a presented 
question, they fail to show a textual input device where an alphanumeric text is entered 
as an input location through a textbox as recited in the claims. In the same field of the 
invention, Drummond teaches a geocoding system similar to that of Wood. In addition, 
Drummond further teaches an alphanumeric address (Fig. 1 , Target database records) 
and a textual and graphical input of an initial location response (Page 4, paragraph 4). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Wood and Drummond before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the 
presentation or question information and map input response taught by Wood to include 
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the alphanumeric textual input location information of Drummond, in order to obtain a 
textual input for the location information to be input to the system. One would have 
been motivated to make such a combination because an alternative approach to 
entering desired location data if the user is unaware of the geographic location but 
knows the approximate address would have been obtained, as taught by Drummond. 

As in Claim 24, Wood teaches the geocoding processor performs geocoding on 
the input location immediately after entry by said input device ("When the user selects 
an indicium 16, the processor 24 compares the geographic location represented by the 
indicium 16 to the correct geographic location stored in its memory", Col. 4, lines 3-5). 

As in Claim 25, Wood teaches the input device identifies an exact location on the 
map provided on said map display when the respondent inputs a location ("In response 
to a selection of a location, the speaker produces an affirmative or negative answer.", 
Col. 1, lines 63-64 and "touch-sensitive surfaces that send electrical signals to the 
processor", Col. 2, lines 58-59). 

As in Claim 27, Wood teaches the graphical input to be a census tract (Col. 3, 
lines 12-16). 

As in Claim 28, Wood teaches the geocoding processor programmed to provide 
a unique point specification of a place representative of an input location (Col. 1 , line 64 
- Col. 2, line 3). 

7. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wood, 
US Patent 5839902 and William Drummond's, "Address Matching, GIS Technology for 
Mapping Human Activity Patterns" in the Journal of the American Planning Association, 
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hereinafter referred to as Drummond, and further in view of Mullet et al., US Patent 
5638523. 

Wood and Drummond teach presenting an interview question to a respondent, 
presenting a map, and receiving an indication of a location-input from the respondent in 
response to the presented question textually or graphically such that the selected 
location is geocoded (See Claim 23 rejection supra). While Wood and Drummond 
teaches question presentation and map or text input in response, they fail to show the 
highlighting the input region on the map display that identifies an approximate location 
as the input location as recited in Claim 26. In the same field of the invention, Mullet et 
al. teaches an interactive location geocoding system similar to that of Wood and 
Drummond. In addition, Mullet et al. further teaches highlighting, as the input region, a 
proximate area on the map presented (Fig. 3A, Ref. 15 and Col. 4, lines 46-50). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Wood and Drummond and Mullet et al. before him at the time the invention was made, 
to modify the presentation of a question and map or textual input response in reply to 
the question taught by Wood and Drummond to include the highlighting selection of a 
input region of Mullet et al., in order to obtain an approximate input location device 
through highlighting. One would have been motivated to make such a combination 
because a way to visually select a region of area on a map would have been obtained, 
as taught by Mullet et al. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed September 7, 2004 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. In response to the argument that Wood does not disclose an 
"interview" as cited repeatedly throughout the claims, the examiner disagrees. In 
accordance with the definition of the word "interview" submitted by the applicant on 
pages 8-9 of the response, "a meeting at which information is obtained (as by a 
reporter, television commentator, or pollister) from a person", the examiner feels the 
cited reference of Wood sufficiently defends this definition. As in Wood, information 
(geographic location, button 22) is obtained through a meeting by the system (teaching 
device) from a person (the user). 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., "the questions presented are intended to obtain or receive information which is not 
predefined, predetermined, or previously known by the person or entity conduction the 
"interview." ", page 9 of the response 9/7/04) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Furthermore, the definition of "interview" submitted by 
the applicant on pages 8-9 of the response, does not in any way presuppose these 
features cited on page 9 of the response cited supra. 

Therefore the examiner stands that Wood teaches all of the limitations of Claims 
10-12, 14 and 17-19 as previously presented and as shown supra. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

The prior art made of record on form PTO-892 and not relied upon is considered 
pertinent to applicant's disclosure. Applicant is required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.111(c) to 
consider these references fully when responding to this action. The documents cited 
therein teach similar mapping input systems and geocoding methods. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sara M Hanne whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4135. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30am-4:00pm, off on 
alternating Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather R Herndon can be reached on (571 ) 272-4136. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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